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ABSTRACT 
 Peer victimization can be a chronic stressor for some youth but not all youth. To 
understand the predictors of continuity and discontinuity of overt and relational victimization 
over an extended period of time, this study examined the independent and unique contributions 
of predictors that are associated with individual characteristics (social behavior) and a contextual 
factor (peer adversity), from 2nd to 8th grade, spanning the transition to middle school. In Chapter 
1, the overall trajectories of victimization were found to decline for both types of victimization 
for both girls and boys. In Chapter 2, the independent contribution of each predictor to the 
intercepts and trajectories of victimization was examined. The analyses demonstrated that both 
individual and peer context factors contribute to 2nd grade victimization and the trajectories of 
victimization. Interestingly, some of these effects were stronger in boys during elementary school 
and in girls after the transition to middle school. In Chapter 3, unique contributions of predictors 
were investigated by examining the effects of predictors simultaneously. Overall, the results 
suggested that peer adversity did not predict 2nd grade victimization or the trajectories of 
victimization above and beyond individual characteristics. Results are discussed in regards to 
prevention of prolonged victimization, with attention to sex differences and youth who have 
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Approximately 10-20% of youth experience peer victimization (Graham & Juvonen, 
1998; Solberg & Olweus, 2003) in the form of physical (e.g., hitting, kicking), verbal (e.g., 
name-calling), or relational (e.g., spreading rumors) abuse. Victimization is associated with a 
variety of negative emotional and behavioral consequences (e.g., Hanish & Guerra, 2002; Snyder 
et al., 2003), thereby raising concerns among educators, parents, and researchers regarding 
effective prevention and intervention. Although victimization can serve as a chronic stressor 
when it is prolonged, research suggests that not all youth remain victimized; some youth 
transition out of victimization (Ladd & Kochenderfer-Ladd, 2002). Identifying factors that 
contribute to continued victimization is important to effective intervention. Although previous 
research has identified individual correlates or predictors of victimization across a short period of 
time, few studies have examined factors that explain trajectories of victimization over an 
extended period of time. Additionally, most of the previous studies examined only one level of 
risk, hindering understanding of how each risk factor contributes to victimization when multiple 
risks are examined simultaneously; some risks may overlap with each other in predicting 
victimization whereas some may contribute to victimization above and beyond others. The main 
purposes of the present study were: a) to characterize mean trajectories of victimization from 2nd 
through 8th grade, and b) to investigate the extent to which individual and peer contextual factors 
contribute to victimization in 2nd grade and changes in victimization over time. In particular, this 
study aimed to examine the unique predictive roles of risk factors at two levels: individual 
(social behavior), and contextual (peer exclusion) across the transition from elementary to 
middle school.  
Peer Victimization across the School Years 
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 The first goal of this study was to examine the trajectories of victimization youth follow 
across the school years. Many investigators have studied elementary school students, but little is 
known about trajectories of victimization over an extended period of time. An extended 
investigation helps us understand developmental changes in different forms of victimization and 
potential changes in victimization across developmental transitions, such as the transition to 
middle school.  
Within elementary school, the stability of victimization is moderate to high (e.g., r =.36 -
 .71; Boivin, Hymel, & Bukowski, 1995; Dempsey, Fireman, & Wang, 2006; Visconti & Troop-
Gordon, 2010). Examining mean levels across youth, victimization declines over time 
(Leadbeater & Hoglund, 2009; Reavis, Keane, & Calkins, 2010; Troop-Gordon & Ladd, 2005). 
However, there are some individual differences in the level of victimization youth experience. 
For instance, Boivin and colleagues (Boivin, Petitclerc, Feng, & Barker, 2010) found that 4.5% 
of youth experienced decreasing levels of victimization while 10% of youth experienced 
increasing levels of victimization from 3rd to 6th grades. Together, these findings suggest that 
although the overall level of victimization declines and some victims transition out of 
victimization, some victims remain victimized as youth move toward the end of elementary 
school.  
 Little is known about the change in victimization across the transition to middle school, 
which presents youth with multiple challenges. To a varying degree, youths’ social networks and 
peer groups may be disrupted, requiring them to find new friends and to re-establish their status 
(Eccles, Wigfield, & Schiefele, 1998). They also start forming cliques rather than having one big 
group of peers (for a review, see Rubin, Bukowski, & Parker, 2006), requiring youth to 
participate in cliques to avoid a feeling of isolation. Apart from changes in the social context, 
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there is more competition and less structure in middle school than in elementary school. These 
changes also present a challenge for youth as they try to fit in.  
 Findings are mixed in regard to changes in the prevalence of victimization across the 
elementary-middle school transition. Collectively, victimization seems to decline as youth go 
through elementary, middle, and high school (Smith, Madsen, & Moody, 1999). However, in a 
cross-sectional study, more middle school students than elementary school students reported 
either experiencing or witnessing victimization (National Center for Education Statistics, 1995). 
Interestingly, in another study, students reported less victimization but more bullying in 6th grade 
than in 5th grade (Pellegrini & Bartini, 2000). These mixed findings may be due to differences in 
the methods such as the informant, cross-sectional versus longitudinal study, and the point of 
view (bullying vs. victimization). In a middle school sample, victimization showed relatively 
high stability from 6th through 8th grades (r = .57 - .75; Bellmore, Jiang, & Juvonen, 2010). These 
findings suggest that, overall, victimization may increase or decrease as youth move from 
elementary to middle school, leaving certain youth continuously victimized.  
The present study investigated the trajectories of overt and relational victimization from 
2nd to 8th grade. Based on existing research, there are two possible patterns of overall change in 
victimization: 1) Victimization will decline consistently from 2nd to 8th grade, or 2) Victimization 
will decline from 2nd to 5th grade, increase from 5th to 6th grade, reflecting the challenge youth 
experience during the transition to middle school, and decline or stabilize in 7th to 8th grade as 
youth become accustomed to middle school.   
Theoretical Frameworks 
  The second goal of this study was to identify predictors of the onset and changes in 
victimization from 2nd to 8th grade. Although victimization may decline with age overall, some 
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youth experience stable or increasing victimization. Understanding what contributes to 
continuity or escalation in victimization is key to effective intervention. Examination of 
predictors of victimization for an extended period of time allows us to identify risk factors that 
have particularly long-lasting effects.  
This research was guided by a few conceptual frameworks. Most importantly, this 
research attempted to unify previous findings regarding predictors of victimization. According to 
Kochenderfer-Ladd and colleagues (Kochenderfer-Ladd, Ladd, & Kochel, 2009), there can be 
additive effects of youths’ individual characteristics and the environment when predicting 
victimization. Drawing on this idea, the present study examined independent effects of youth 
characteristics (social behavior) and context (peer adversity) in predicting the onset and 
trajectories of victimization.  
Even though the environment has effects on youths’ developmental outcomes, youth may 
contribute to their own environments. Specifically, the evocative effects model postulates that 
youths’ characteristics can elicit certain responses from others, and these responses further 
enhance the characteristics of the youth (Scarr & McCartney, 1983).  Similarly, the interactional 
continuity model (Caspi, Elder, & Bem, 1988) posits that individuals select or construct 
environments that are congruent with their characteristics, and those environments, in turn, 
reinforce the characteristics. In the case of victimization, certain behavioral vulnerabilities may 
invite negative treatment by peers, and such adverse experiences may exacerbate the 
vulnerabilities, making it difficult to transition out of victimization. Youth also may seek 
environments that are congruent with their behavioral characteristics (Scarr & McCartney, 1983). 
For instance, anxious youth may create environments in which they do not have to experience 
confrontation by submitting to peers when there are conflicts. Once anxious youth learn that they 
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can avoid confrontation by submitting, their anxious behavior will be reinforced, making them 
easy targets for victimization. Either by eliciting certain responses from others or by actively 
choosing environments, youth with certain vulnerabilities are more likely to experience 
victimization and to remain victimized or become more victimized. 
Predictors of Victimization 
Individual Level Risks (Social Behavior). As theory and research suggest, certain types 
of social behavior may elicit responses from the environment (Caspi et al., 1988; Scarr & 
McCartney, 1983), inviting or preventing victimization. Youth may move against the world (e.g., 
showing aggressive behavior), away from the world (e.g., showing shy, disengaged behavior), or 
toward the world (e.g., showing positive social behavior; Caspi et al., 1988; Gazelle & Rudolph, 
2004).  
Aggressive behavior may disturb peers and may threaten bullies’ social status. Consistent 
with the notion of “aggressive” victims (Schwartz, Proctor, & Chien, 2001) and the evocative 
effects of child characteristics (Scarr & McCartney, 1983), aggressive behavior may invite 
victimization in the form of retaliation. Indeed, one of the consistent findings in the literature is 
that aggressive behavior predicts victimization. Moreover, aggressive victims may remain 
victimized because other peers are not likely to stand up for these victims. According to the just 
world hypothesis (Lerner & Miller, 1978), individuals are inclined to believe that people 
experience what they deserve. Peers may perceive bullying as victims’ fault if the victims are 
aggressive. Lerner and Miller (1978) identified empathy as one of the factors that reduces this 
tendency to perceive the world as just. When victims are aggressive, however, it is difficult for 
other peers to feel empathy and stand up for them, thereby allowing victimization to continue or 
escalate. Consistent with these ideas, in a twin study, peer victimization was predicted by genetic 
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risk for aggressive behavior (Brendgen et al., 2011). Studies also have found that aggressive 
behavior predicts victimization over time (e.g., Hanish & Guerra, 2000; Schwartz et al., 2001), 
and aggressive victims are likely to remain victimized (Dempsey et al., 2006; Giesbrecht, 
Leadbeater, & MacDonald, 2011).  
 Youth who show verbal inhibition and reticent behavior (anxious solitude; Gazelle & 
Rudolph, 2004; Rubin, 1982; Rubin, Coplan, & Bowker, 2009) may be at higher risk for 
victimization as well. These behaviors often result from conflict between a desire to interact with 
peers and to avoid negative social evaluation and negative treatment by peers (Rubin, 1982). 
Youth with high anxious solitude often are perceived as easy targets for victimization, namely, 
“passive victims” (Perry, Kusel, & Perry, 1988) who are not likely to retaliate. They are also 
likely to easily submit to bullies and to avoid conflicts, seeking an environment in which they 
feel comfortable given their inhibited tendencies (i.e., “niche picking”; Scarr & McCartney, 
1983). Peers not only overlook but also actively dislike withdrawn youth perhaps because such 
withdrawn tendencies violate the age-appropriate expectations of sociability, resulting in 
exclusion of these youth (Avant, Gazelle, & Faldowski, 2011). Bullies may notice such 
emotional and social vulnerabilities of youth with high anxious solitude. In one study, girls who 
showed higher levels of anxious solitude before age 5 were more likely to be victimized in first 
grade, albeit only in classrooms characterized by high hostility, chaos, and structure and not in 
classrooms that were friendly and not too high in structure (Gazelle, 2006). Additionally, once 
withdrawn youth experience negative treatment by peers, their avoidant tendencies are enhanced 
(Gazelle & Rudolph, 2004), thus limiting their opportunities to learn negotiation skills. 
Moreover, withdrawn children are not only neglected but also become increasingly disliked by 
their peers with age (Ladd, 2005), putting them at risk for increasing levels of victimization over 
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time. Congruent with this idea, withdrawal predicts higher levels of victimization over time 
(Boivin et al., 2010).     
Prosocial behavior refers to voluntary positive behavior intended to benefit another 
(Eisenberg, Fabes, & Spinrad, 2006) such as including peers who are left out. Youth who show 
more prosocial behavior are better at emotional and behavioral regulation as well as perspective 
taking, making them easy to get along with (for a review, Eisenberg et al., 2006). They are also 
reported by adults to be socially skilled, socially appropriate, and to engage in constructive 
coping when faced with a problem (Eisenberg, Fabes, Karbon, Murphy, Wosinki, et al., 1996). 
These types of characteristics are likely to elicit positive responses from peers, thus reducing the 
likelihood of being victimized. Supporting this idea, youth who show less prosocial behavior are 
likely to remain victimized across a year (Dempsey et al., 2006). Similarly, youth with poor 
social skills experience more overt and relational victimization over time (Dhami, Hoglund, 
Leadbeater, & Boone, 2005; Fox & Boulton, 2006). 
In sum, it is hypothesized that aggressive behavior and anxious solitude will predict 
higher levels of 2nd grade victimization and a stable or increasing trajectory from 2nd through 8th 
grade whereas prosocial behavior will predict lower levels of victimization in 2nd grade and a 
decreasing trajectory from 2nd through 8th grade. Although findings from previous studies support 
these hypotheses across the short-term, it is not clear whether social behavior contributes to the 
initial level and the trajectories of victimization when other predictors are considered 
simultaneously and as youth move through elementary and middle school. This study aimed to 
elucidate the unique predictive role of social behavior above and beyond peer adversity across an 
extended time frame.  
Contextual Risk (Peer Adversity). When youth experience peer exclusion, peers may 
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ignore, avoid, or refuse to associate with the youth (Buhs, Ladd, & Herald-Brown, 2010). 
Although peer exclusion is related to peer victimization, these two are distinct phenomena; youth 
who are excluded may not always experience physical or verbal abuse by peers (e.g., hitting, 
kicking, name-calling) or proactive attacks by peers such as manipulation of interpersonal 
relationships.  
Given the dearth of research on how peer exclusion may influence youths’ experience of 
peer victimization, this study was built on previous research on the influence of peer rejection on 
peer victimization. Peer rejection refers to the degree to which youth are disliked by peers (Coie 
& Dodge, 1988). Thus, peer rejection may not be directly observable whereas peer exclusion is 
an observed behavior that peers engage in based on their negative attitude toward a particular 
youth. Bullies are more likely to victimize youth who are excluded because it seems justified to 
do so (Salmivalli & Peets, 2009) and excluded youth are not likely to have friends to protect 
them. In support of this possibility, rejected youth reported lower quality of friendship (e.g., less 
caring for each other) than highly accepted youth (Parker & Asher, 1993). In addition, youth who 
are excluded are forced to spend time alone, resulting in lack of opportunities to improve their 
social skills. Congruent with this idea, rejected youth were reported by peers to demonstrate poor 
social skills (e.g., low levels of cooperation, high levels of group disruption; Coie, Dodge, & 
Coppotelli, 1982). These youth may respond ineffectively to conflicts with peers, thereby making 
themselves vulnerable to victimization.  
Peer exclusion may contribute not only to the onset but also to the continuity and 
escalation of victimization. Once peers begin to exclude a youth, the fact that the youth is not 
part of the peer group becomes obvious and may even become implicitly agreed on by the peers. 
Once such structure is established, it is difficult to change (Denham & Holt, 1993), possibly 
 9 
resulting in prolonged victimization. Supporting these ideas, rejected victims are not likely to 
transition out of victimization (Kochenderfer-Ladd, 2003), and are likely to experience increased 
victimization over time (Hodges & Perry, 1999).  
In sum, it is hypothesized that high levels of peer exclusion will predict higher levels of 
victimization in 2nd grade and a stable or increasing trajectory from 2nd through 8th grade. 
Although findings from previous studies on peer rejection provide some support for this 
hypothesis across the short-term, it is not clear whether peer exclusion contributes to the initial 
level and the trajectories of victimization when other predictors are considered simultaneously 
and as youth move through elementary and middle school. This study aimed to elucidate the 
unique predictive role of peer exclusion above and beyond youth’s social behavior across an 
extended time frame. 
Sex Differences 
 The onset and trajectories of victimization may differ between boys and girls and also by 
the type of victimization. There is strong evidence suggesting that overt victimization is more 
commonly seen in boys than in girls (e.g., Crick & Bigbee, 1998; Crick & Grotpeter, 1996; 
Cullerton-Sen & Crick, 2005; Dempsey et al., 2006; Phelps, 2001) and to a lesser degree there is 
modest (although inconsistent) evidence suggesting that relational victimization is more 
commonly seen in girls than in boys (e.g., Crick & Bigbee, 1998; Cullerton-Sen & Crick, 2005; 
Dempsey et al., 2006). Thus, boys may experience higher initial levels of overt victimization and 
continue to be overtly victimized and girls may experience higher initial levels of relational 
victimization and continue to be relationally victimized. 
Predictive effects of risk factors also may differ between boys and girls based on the 
social norms within each gender group. Gender-atypical characteristics and behavior may evoke 
stronger reactions from peers because they are perceived as violating social norms, thereby 
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justifying victimization. Thus, displaying gender-atypical characteristics and behavior or lacking 
gender-typical characteristics and behavior may put youth at higher risk for the onset and 
continuation of victimization. For example, overt aggression is less common in girls than in boys 
(e.g., Crick, 1997), and it predicts increases in overt victimization in girls (Dhami et al., 2005). 
Therefore, it is hypothesized that higher levels of overt aggression will predict higher levels of 
victimization at 2nd grade and continued or increasing victimization more strongly for girls than 
for boys. 
Research has found that shyness or withdrawal tendencies are more harmful to boys than 
to girls in regard to social adjustment (Rubin et al., 2009). This is probably because these 
characteristics are more commonly seen in girls than boys (Crozier, 1995; Findlay, Coplan, & 
Bowker, 2009. For a review, see Else-Quest, Hyde, Goldsmith, & Van Hulle, 2006). For 
example, shyness is more strongly associated with exclusion in boys than in girls in 5th grade 
(Miller, Tserakhava, & Miller, 2011). Also, anxious solitude in kindergarten more strongly 
predicted higher levels of exclusion in 4th grade boys than girls (Gazelle & Ladd, 2003). Given 
that youth appear to perceive boys’ withdrawal tendencies as gender-atypical increasingly with 
age (Younger & Boyko, 1987), it is possible that anxious solitude puts boys at increasing risk for 
victimization relative to girls from 2nd through 8th grade. 
Of note, there is no strong theoretical foundation or empirical evidence to indicate that 
peer exclusion would have differing effects on victimization in girls and boys. Thus, no specific 
sex differences were hypothesized in the predictive effects of peer exclusion on 2nd grade 
victimization or trajectories of victimization. 
Overt Versus Relational Victimization 
 Many of the previous studies examining the onset and trajectories of victimization do not 
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distinguish between overt versus relational victimization (e.g., Barker et al., 2008) perhaps 
because of the moderate correlation between the two types (e.g., r = .49-.64, Cullerton-Sen & 
Crick, 2005; Dempsey et al., 2006; Sugimura & Rudolph, 2012). However, overt victimization is 
characterized by physical damage or the threat of such damage whereas relational victimization 
is characterized by manipulation of social relationships (Crick & Grotpeter, 1996). As noted 
earlier, the prevalence of the two types of victimization differs between boys and girls. There is 
also evidence to suggest that these two types of victimization have additive effects on youths’ 
adjustment. For instance, relational victimization predicted internalizing and externalizing 
problems above and beyond overt victimization in boys and predicted lower levels of peer 
acceptance above and beyond overt victimization in girls over time (Cullerton-Sen & Crick, 
2005). Given the differences in the prevalence, nature, and consequences of overt and relational 
victimization, the two types of victimization also may have different predictors. Consistent with 
this idea, behavioral problems (e.g., fighting with others, temper tantrums) in girls and low levels 
of social competence (e.g., getting along with others) in boys predicted increases in overt but not 
relational victimization (Dhami et al., 2005). Although it is difficult to hypothesize specific 
differences in the prediction of overt versus relational victimization based on the limited existing 
evidence, the two types of victimization were explored separately. 
Goals and Hypotheses 
To summarize, the major goals of this study were: 
A. To examine the overall trajectories of overt and relational victimization from 2nd 
through 8th grade, across the transition from elementary to middle school, and the sex 
differences therein.  
B. To test the independent contributions of individual and contextual predictors to peer 
victimization in 2nd grade and changes in victimization over time. 
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C. To test the unique contributions of individual and contextual predictors to peer 
victimization in 2nd grade and changes in victimization over time when they are examined 
simultaneously.    
The specific hypotheses are as follows: 
1. Victimization will either a) consistently decrease from 2nd through 8th grade, or b) 
decrease from 2nd through 5th grade and increase across the transition to middle school 
(from 5th to 6th grade) and decrease again or stabilize toward 8th grade.   
2. High levels of aggressive behavior and anxious solitude will predict higher levels of 
victimization in 2nd grade and a stable or increasing trajectory of 2nd through 8th grade 
victimization; prosocial behavior will predict lower levels of 2nd grade victimization and 
a decreasing trajectory of 2nd through 8th grade victimization. 
3. High levels of peer exclusion will predict higher levels of victimization in 2nd grade 
and a stable or increasing trajectory from 2nd through 8th grade. 
4. The overall level and trajectory of overt versus relational victimization and the 
contributions of some risks to victimization may differ between boys and girls: 
a. Boys may experience higher levels of overt victimization than girls and girls 
may experience higher levels of relational victimization than boys from 2nd 
through 8th grade. 
b. High levels of overt aggression may predict victimization in 2nd grade and a 
stable or increasing trajectory of victimization over time more strongly for girls 
than for boys. 
c. High levels of anxious solitude may predict victimization in 2nd grade and a 
stable or increasing trajectory of victimization over time more strongly for boys 
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Participants and Procedures 
Participants were 576 2nd graders (273 boys, 303 girls; M = 7.96 years, SD = .34) and 
their teachers from several Midwestern towns. The sample included youth from various ethnic 
groups (66.5% White, 21.5 % African American, 7.5% Asian American, 4.5% Other) and 
socioeconomic backgrounds (34.3% received a subsidized school lunch). Consent forms were 
sent home through schools and were distributed at parent-teacher conferences. Parents provided 
written consent, and youth provided oral assent. In 2nd grade (Wave 1), of the 724 eligible 
children, 576 (80%) received parental consent to participate. Participants and nonparticipants at 
Wave 1 did not significantly differ in sex, χ2(1) = .15, ns, age, t(723) = .63, ns, ethnicity (white 
vs. minority), χ2(1) = .59, ns, or school lunch status (full pay vs. subsidized), χ2(1) = .35, ns. Of 
the 576 participants, 398 (69%) had full data for the analyses of this study. Youth with no 
missing data were slightly younger (M = 7.93 vs. 8.03, t(574) = 3.13, p < .01). The two groups did 
not differ in the initial wave study variables (ts < 1.34) or demographic variables (sex, ethnicity, or 
lunch status; χ2s(1) < 1.50). Maximum likelihood estimation was used in the analyses to maximize 
the available data. 
Youth completed the questionnaires seven times, one year apart. In the winter of each 
year, questionnaires were administered to youth during classroom sessions to small groups (3-4 
students) in elementary school (2nd – 5th grades) and larger groups (15-20 students) in middle 
school (6th –8th grades). Teachers completed the questionnaires when youth were in 2nd grade. 
They returned their surveys to a locked box at their school, in person, or by mail. Youth received 
a small gift; teachers received a monetary reimbursement. Each participating elementary school 
classroom received a monetary honorarium, and middle schools received a school-wide 
honorarium. All of the procedures were approved by the university’s Institutional Review Board. 
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Measures 
Table 1 presents the intercorrelations among the predictors. Victimization was measured 
in 2nd through 8th grades. All the other measures were administered in 2nd grade. All of the 
measures show strong internal consistency. 
Peer victimization. Youth report on a revised (Rudolph, Troop-Gordon, Hessel, & 
Schmidt, 2011) Social Experiences Questionnaire (Crick & Grotpeter, 1996) was used to assess 
youths’ exposure to peer victimization. This measure assesses overt and relational victimization. 
Eleven items (six overt and five relational) were added to the original measure to provide a more 
comprehensive assessment. Youth checked a box indicating how often they experienced each 
type of victimization on a 5-point scale (1 = Never to 5 = All the Time). Scores were computed as 
the mean of the items within each subscale, with higher scores reflecting greater exposure to 
overt victimization (11 items; e.g., “How often do you get hit by another kid?” “How often do 
you get teased by another kid?”) and relational victimization (10 items; e.g., “How often does a 
friend spread rumors about you because they are mad at you?”; see Appendix A). 
Self-reports of victimization correspond to reports by peers (Graham & Juvonen, 1998), 
teachers (Ladd & Kochenderfer-Ladd, 2002), and parents (Bollmer, Harris, & Milich, 2006). 
This revised version of the SEQ has established predictive validity (Rudolph et al., 2011). 
Although overt and relational victimization were highly correlated in the present research 
(average r = .73), given the differences in prevalence across sex and potential differences in risk 
factors, analyses were conducted separately for the two types of victimization.  
Aggressive and prosocial behavior. Teachers completed the Children’s Social Behavior 
Scale (Crick, 1996). This measure includes items assessing overt aggression (4 items; e.g., “This 
child hits or kicks peers.”), relational aggression (5 items; e.g., “This child spreads rumors or 
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gossips about some peers.”), and prosocial behavior (3 items; e.g., “When this child notices that 
another kid has been left out of an activity or game, s/he invites the kid to join the group.”). 
Teachers rated each item on a 5-point scale (1 = Never True to 5 = Almost Always True; see 
Appendix B). Scores were computed by averaging across the items within subscale. Teacher 
reports of overt and relational aggression and prosocial behavior on this measure are strongly 
associated with peer reports (Crick, 1996; Monks, Smith, & Swettenham, 2003).  
Anxious solitude. Teachers completed 8 items adapted from a measure developed by 
Gazelle and Ladd (2003) to assess youth’s anxious solitary behavior on a 5-point scale (1 = Not 
at all to 5 = Very much). Items were modified to reflect a peer context by adding a comparison 
(e.g., “Child plays alone more than most other children.”) or rewording the items (e.g., “Child is 
nervous, high-strung, or tense when around other children”; see Appendix C). Scores were 
computed by averaging across the items. Teacher report on this measure corresponds with peer 
nomination and observers’ ratings of youths’ anxious solitary behavior (Gazelle & Ladd, 2003).  
Peer exclusion. Teachers completed 5 items (e.g., “Peers avoid this child.” “Child wants 
to play with other children but they don’t want to play with him or her.”) taken from a measure 
developed by Gazelle and Ladd (2003) to assess youth’s degree to which being excluded by 
peers on a 5-point scale (1 = Not at all to 5 = Very much; see Appendix C). Scores were 
computed by averaging across the items. Teacher report on this measure corresponds with peer 
nomination and observers’ ratings of youths’ experience of being excluded by peers (Gazelle & 
Ladd, 2003).  
Income. Because there is research suggesting that family income may partially account 
for youths’ experience of victimization (e.g., Barker et al., 2008), family income was included in 
all the models as a control variable. Parents reported the family income by selecting one of  7 
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categories (1 = 90,000 and over to 7 = 0 - 14,999).   
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OVERVIEW OF ANALYSIS 
 Latent growth curve modeling was used to test the hypotheses using Mplus version 7.1 
(Muthen & Muthen, 2012) statistical software. Latent growth curve modeling is a method 
derived from incorporating the covariance structure analysis into multilevel model for change 
and is useful for examining individual differences in within-individual change in a variable over 
time (Singer & Willet, 2003). Mplus handles missing data by providing maximum likelihood 
estimation, thus maximizing the data available (Muthen & Muthen, 2012). The analyses were 
conducted in three chapters. In Chapter 1, the mean trajectories of overt and relational 
victimization were examined. In Chapter 2, the independent contribution of each predictor was 
examined in separate models. In Chapter 3, the unique contribution of each predictor was 
examined in nested models. 
 For each model, two latent variables were created; one latent intercept and one latent 
slope. Across all three chapters, the latent intercept was estimated by setting indicator paths from 
the observed 2nd-8th grade victimization variables to be equal to 1. In Chapter 1, the latent slope 
was estimated by setting indicator paths from 2nd grade through 8th grade victimization to 0, 1, 2, 
3, 4, 5, and 6 respectively, setting the intercept, or the initial level, at 2nd grade (Duncan, Duncan, 
Strycker, Li, & Alpert, 1999). In Chapter 2 and Chapter 3, to further probe whether youth 
differed significantly in the levels of victimization in 8th grade depending on their sex and/or 
level of predictors, the latent slope was re-centered (Little, Bovaird, & Slegers, 2006) by setting 
indicator paths from 2nd grade through 8th grade victimization variables to -6, -5, -4, -3, -2, -1, 
and 0 respectively, setting 8th grade victimization as the intercept. The model fit statistics and the 
means and variances of the latent slope variable do not change by re-centering the latent slope. 
Therefore, results are described only in regard to whether there was a significant main effect of 
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CHAPTER 1: EXAMINATION OF THE OVERALL TRAJECTORIES OF OVERT AND 
RELATIONAL VICTIMIZATION 
Results 
Descriptive Data and Preliminary Correlations. As shown in Table 1, there were 
significant sex differences in the mean level of victimization and some of the predictor variables. 
Consistent with previous research (e.g., Cullerton-Sen & Crick, 2005; Dempsey et al., 2006), 
boys reported higher levels of overt victimization than girls in 4th through 7th grades (ts = 2.05 - 
3.46, p < .05 or lower) and girls reported higher levels of relational victimization than boys in 
3rd, 5th, and 8th grades (ts = 2.25 – 3.81, p < .05 or lower). Also consistent with previous studies 
(e.g., Crick, 1997; Crick & Grotpeter, 1995), boys scored higher on overt aggression than girls (t 
= 5.03, p < .001) whereas girls scored higher on relational aggression (t = 3.43, p < .01) and 
prosocial behavior (t = 3.00, p < .01) than boys in 2nd grade.   
 Tables 2 and 3 present correlations between the predictors and overt victimization and 
relational victimization, respectively. The patterns of correlation between overt and relational 
victimization were fairly similar for boys. Overt and relational aggression were positively 
correlated with victimization for some years in elementary school. Anxious solitude was 
positively correlated with victimization in 3rd through 5th grades. Prosocial behavior was 
negatively correlated with victimization in 3rd through 5th grades. Peer exclusion was positively 
correlated with victimization throughout elementary school years. None of the predictors was 
significantly correlated with middle school victimization except for peer exclusion.  
The patterns of correlation between overt and relational victimization were similar for the 
most part for girls. Overt and relational aggression were positively correlated with overt 
victimization for most of the school years. Overt aggression was positively correlated with 
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relational victimization in middle school years whereas relational aggression was positively 
correlated with relational victimization throughout the school years. Anxious solitude was only 
positively correlated with 8th grade overt victimization and not correlated with relational 
victimization at any time point. Prosocial behavior was negatively correlated with overt and 
relational victimization in some years. Peer exclusion was positively correlated with overt 
victimization in some of elementary school years and relational victimization only in 2nd grade. 
Most predictors were moderately positively correlated with each other. Correlation were higher 
between the two types of aggression as well as between anxious solitude and peer exclusion than 
between either type of aggression and peer exclusion or between prosocial behavior and peer 
exclusion. As expected, prosocial behavior was negatively correlated with other predictors 
except for anxious solitude.     
Fisher’s r to z transformations revealed that toward later school years, overt victimization 
was more stable for girls than for boys (Zs = -2.25 - -3.18, ps < .05 or lower). Second grade overt 
aggression was more strongly positively correlated with 2nd grade relational aggression (Z = 
2.91, p < .01) and 2nd grade peer exclusion (Z = 2.12, p < .05) in boys than in girls. Second grade 
relational aggression was more strongly positively correlated with 4th, 6th, and 7th grade 
relational victimization in girls than in boys (Zs = -2.26 - -2.49, p < .05). Second grade anxious 
solitude and peer exclusion were more strongly positively correlated with 3rd through 5th grade 
relational victimization (Zs = 2.36 – 3.88, p < .05 or lower) in boys than in girls. 
 Overall Trajectories of Overt and Relational Victimization. To examine the mean 
trajectories of overt and relational victimization, unconditional growth models were fit (Table 4). 
The unconditional models provided estimates of the means and (co)variances of the latent 
intercept and slope that were not conditional on sex or predictors of interest. In this model, only 
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grade was entered as a predictor of change in victimization (Figure 1).  First, a model was fit 
with a linear slope only, allowing the residual variance of the intercept and slope to vary between 
individuals (Models 1 and 3 in Table 4). The residual variances of victimization within 
individuals were also allowed to vary over time. Next, a quadratic growth was added to the 
model (Models 2 and 4 in Table 4). The results of the Satorra-Bentler scaled chi-square 
difference test suggested that the model with the quadratic growth, with its variance allowed to 
vary between individuals, significantly improved the model fit for both overt (Δχ2SB (4) = 56.36, 
p < .001) and relational (Δχ2SB (4) = 65.75, p < .001) victimization. Thus, the subsequent 
analyses were conducted using models including the linear and quadratic growth of 
victimization.  
Sex differences. Once the unconditional growth models were established, sex differences 
in the mean trajectories of overt and relational victimization were examined by entering sex as a 
predictor of the trajectories (see Table 5). For overt victimization, the analysis revealed a 
nonsignificant effect of sex on the intercept, a significant negative effect of sex on the linear 
slope, and a significant positive effect of sex on the quadratic growth. For relational 
victimization, the analysis revealed a significant positive effect of sex on the intercept, a 
nonsignificant effect of sex on the linear slope, and a marginally significant effect of sex on the 
quadratic growth. As shown in Figure 2a, even though boys and girls reported similar levels of 
overt victimization in 2nd grade, a gap emerged and widened between boys and girls as girls 
showed more decline during elementary school. After the transition to middle school, the decline 
in girls slowed, narrowing the difference between boys and girls toward 8th grade. In contrast, as 
shown in Figure 2b, girls reported higher levels of relational victimization in 2nd grade and 
throughout the school years than boys. Both boys and girls showed similar declines in relational 
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victimization during elementary school. After the transition to middle school, the decline in girls 
slowed, widening the gap between boys and girls toward 8th grade. In 8th grade, boys experienced 
marginally higher levels of overt victimization than girls, and girls showed significantly higher 
levels of relational victimization than boys (see Table 5). 
Discussion 
Both overt and relational victimization consistently decreased from 2nd through 8th grade, 
across the transition to middle school. This finding is consistent with previous studies (Reavis et 
al.; Shell, Gazelle, & Faldowski, 2014; Smith et al., 1999; Troop-Gordon & Ladd, 2005). Overt 
victimization may decline due to the fact that physical aggression declines in general 
(Underwood, Beron, & Rosen, 2009). Both overt and relational victimization may decline due to 
the development of general social skills (Saarni, Campos, Camras, & Witherington, 2006) or 
perspective taking (Eisenberg, Miller, Shell, McNalley, & Shea, 1991) in youth over time, which 
allows more effective ways of communication and more constructive solutions to conflicts. 
Alternatively, victimization may take a different form as youth get older, such as cyber bullying 
(bullying involving electronic communication means; Kowalski, Giumetti, Schroeder, & 
Lattanner, 2014), which is not completely reflected in overt or relational victimization as 
measured in the current study. 
The prediction of trajectories of overt and relational victimization by sex revealed 
interesting sex differences in these two types of victimization. Although boys and girls did not 
differ in the levels of overt victimization in 2nd grade, girls showed a greater decline, resulting in 
boys showing higher levels than girls over time. The diminished decline in girls during middle 
school contributed to a smaller difference between boys and girls, with boys reporting marginally 
higher levels of over victimization than girls in 8th grade. It may be that the sex differences in 
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interaction style are more pronounced 4th through 7th grades; compared to girls, boys are more 
likely to play in large groups and to engage in rough-and-tumble play (Maccoby, 2002), which 
fosters physical aggression and competition over dominance in the peer group. On the other 
hand, girls showed higher levels of relational victimization in 2nd grade and maintained higher 
levels throughout elementary school years, even though boys and girls both experienced a 
decline over time. The diminished decline in girls and steady decline in boys after the transition 
to middle school contributed to greater difference between boys and girls, resulting in girls 
reporting significantly higher levels of relational victimization than boys in 8th grade. These 
results extend previous findings that boys experience more overt victimization (e.g., Crick & 
Bigbee; Cullerton-Sen & Crick, 2005) and girls experience more relational victimization (e.g., 




CHAPTER 2: INDEPENDENT CONTRIBUTIONS OF PREDICTORS TO THE INITIAL 
LEVEL AND TRAJECTORY OF VICTIMIZATION 
 To test its independent contributions, each predictor was added to the unconditional 
growth model separately. First, the contributions of social behavior (overt and relational 
aggression, anxious solitude, and prosocial behavior) were tested (Figure 3). Next, the 
contribution of peer exclusion was tested (Figure 4). In each model, family income was entered 
as a control variable. The effects of the predictor and/or the predictor x sex interaction on the 
intercept and trajectory (the linear and quadratic growth) of victimization were interpreted by 
drawing a graph, using one standard deviation above and below the mean of the predictor. The 
results for predicting the 2nd grade victimization, the trajectory, and 8th grade victimization are 
shown in Table 6 for overt victimization and Table 7 for relational victimization. Significant 
predictor x sex interaction effects on 8th grade victimization were further examined by comparing 
the fit of the original model and the model in which the estimates for youth with high and low 
levels of the predictor were constrained to be equal within sex, using the Satorra-Bentler scaled 
chi-square difference test.  
Results 
Overview 
In general, each predictor contributed to more differentiated patterns of change in 
victimization in boys than in girls during elementary school. However, boys with high and low 
levels of each predictor tended to converge in their levels of victimization in middle school. On 
the other hand, girls with high and low levels of each predictor tended to follow similar 
trajectories over time but showed different levels of victimization in 8th grade. 
Overt aggression. 
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Overt and relational victimization. The analysis revealed a significant positive main 
effect of overt aggression on 2nd grade overt victimization and a marginally significant main 
effect of overt aggression on 2nd grade relational victimization. In 2nd grade, across sex, youth 
with high levels of overt aggression experienced higher levels of overt victimization and slightly 
higher levels of relational victimization than youth with low levels of overt aggression (see 
Figures 5a and 5b). Boys with high and low levels of overt aggression converged in their 
trajectories over time, resulting in no significant difference in levels of overt (Δχ2(1) = -.05, ns) 
and relational (Δχ2(1) = .06, ns) victimization in 8th grade. Compared to girls with low levels of 
overt aggression, girls with high levels of overt aggression experienced higher levels of both 
types of victimization throughout the school years, resulting in higher levels of overt (Δχ2(1) 
= .22, p = .028) and relational (Δχ2(1) = .31, p = .004) victimization in 8th grade.  
 Relational aggression.  
Overt and relational victimization. The analysis revealed no significant main effect of 
relational aggression on 2nd grade overt victimization and a marginally significant main effect of 
relational aggression on 2nd grade relational victimization. Across sex, in 2nd grade youth with 
high levels of relational aggression reported similar levels of overt victimization and slightly 
higher levels of relational victimization compared to youth with low levels of relational 
aggression (see Figures 6a and 6b). Boys with high and low levels of relational aggression 
converged and crisscrossed in the levels of overt victimization, with no significant difference in 
the levels of overt (Δχ2(1) = -.09, ns) or relational (Δχ2(1) = .01, ns) victimization in 8th grade. 
Compared to girls with low levels of relational aggression, girls with high levels of relational 
aggression experienced higher levels in both types of victimization throughout the school years, 
resulting in marginally higher levels of overt victimization (Δχ2(1) = .13, p = .079) and 
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significantly higher levels of relational victimization (Δχ2(1) = .28, p = .000) in 8th grade. 
 Anxious solitude. 
Overt victimization. The analysis revealed a marginally significant main effect of anxious 
solitude on 2nd grade overt victimization, a marginally significant anxious solitude x sex 
interaction on the linear growth, a significant negative main effect of anxious solitude on the 
quadratic growth, and a significant anxious solitude x sex interaction on the quadratic growth. 
Across sex, youth with higher levels of anxious solitude experienced slightly higher levels of 2nd 
grade overt victimization than youth with lower levels of anxious solitude (see Figure 7a). 
During elementary school, boys with high levels of anxious solitude followed a more curvilinear 
decline and maintained higher levels of overt victimization than boys with low levels of anxious 
solitude, who followed a flat trajectory. In middle school, boys with high and low levels of 
anxious solitude converged, with no significant difference in the levels of 8th grade overt 
victimization (Δχ2(1) = -.03, ns). In contrast, girls with high and low levels of anxious solitude 
showed a similar, slow decline throughout elementary school. In middle school, girls with high 
levels of anxious solitude showed a less steep decline and reported significantly higher levels of 
8th grade overt victimization than girls with high levels of anxious solitude (Δχ2(1) = .18, p 
= .048).  
Relational victimization. The analysis revealed a significant positive main effect of 
anxious solitude on 2nd grade relational victimization, a significant anxious solitude x sex 
interaction on the linear growth, a significant negative main effect of anxious solitude on the 
quadratic growth, and a significant anxious solitude x sex interaction on the quadratic growth. In 
2nd grade, youth with high levels of anxious solitude experienced higher levels of relational 
victimization than youth with low levels of anxious solitude across sex, but in general, girls 
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showed higher levels than boys (see Figure 7b). During elementary school, boys with high levels 
of anxious solitude followed a more linear decline and maintained higher levels of overt 
victimization than boys with low levels of anxious solitude, who followed a more curvilinear 
decline. In middle school, boys with high and low levels of anxious solitude converged, with no 
significant difference in the levels of 8th relational victimization (Δχ2(1)  = -.07, ns). In contrast, 
girls with high and low levels of anxious solitude showed a similar, curvilinear decline 
throughout elementary school. In middle school, girls with high levels of anxious solitude 
showed a less rapid decline and reported significantly higher levels of 8th grade relational 
victimization than girls with low levels of anxious solitude (Δχ2(1)  = .19, p = .016).  
Prosocial behavior. 
Overt victimization. The analysis revealed a significant negative main effect of prosocial 
behavior on 2nd grade overt victimization, a marginally significant prosocial behavior x sex 
interaction on the linear growth, and a significant prosocial behavior x sex interaction on the 
quadratic growth. Across sex, youth with low levels of prosocial behavior experienced higher 
levels of 2nd grade overt victimization than youth with high levels of prosocial behavior (see 
Figure 8a). During elementary school, boys with high levels of prosocial behavior followed a flat 
trajectory and lower levels of over victimization than boys with low levels of prosocial behavior, 
who followed a more curvilinear decline. In middle school, boys with high and low levels of 
prosocial behavior converged, with no significant difference in the levels of overt victimization 
in 8th grade. In contrast, girls with both high and low levels of prosocial behavior showed a 
decline throughout elementary school and an increase in middle school, but girls with low levels 
of prosocial behavior maintained higher levels of overt victimization over time. There was no 
significant main effect of prosocial behavior, sex, or the interaction of the two on 8th grade overt 
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victimization (|β |s < .28, ns). 
 Relational victimization. The analysis revealed a marginally significant main effect of 
prosocial behavior on 2nd grade relational victimization as well as a significant prosocial x sex 
interaction on the linear and quadratic growth. The analysis revealed a similar pattern to the 
prediction of overt victimization (Figure 8b). In 2nd grade, youth with low levels of prosocial 
behavior experienced higher levels of relational victimization than youth with high levels of 
prosocial behavior across sex, but in general, girls reported higher levels of relational 
victimization than boys. During elementary school, boys with high levels of prosocial behavior 
showed a more curvilinear decline and lower levels of relational victimization than boys with 
low levels of prosocial behavior, who followed a more linear decline. In middle school, boys 
with high and low levels of prosocial behavior converged, resulting in no significant difference 
in the levels of relational victimization in 8th grade. In contrast, girls with both high and low 
levels of prosocial behavior showed a decline throughout elementary school and an increase in 
middle school, but girls with low levels of prosocial behavior maintained higher levels of 
relational victimization over time. Girls reported significantly higher levels of relational 
victimization than boys in 8th grade. 
 Peer exclusion. 
Overt victimization. The analysis revealed a significant positive main effect of peer 
exclusion on 2nd grade overt victimization and a significant negative main effect of peer 
exclusion on the quadratic growth. Across sex, youth with high levels of peer exclusion 
experienced higher levels of overt victimization in 2nd grade than youth with low levels of peer 
exclusion (see Figure 9a). Additionally, youth with low levels of peer exclusion experienced 
lower levels of overt victimization than youth with high levels of peer exclusion throughout 
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elementary school, but youth with high and low levels of peer exclusion became more similar in 
the levels of victimization during middle school. There was no significant main effect of peer 
exclusion, sex, or the interaction of the two on 8th grade overt victimization (|β |s < .19, ns). 
Relational victimization. The analysis revealed a significant positive main effect of peer 
exclusion on 2nd grade relational victimization. There was also a significant negative main effect 
of peer exclusion and a significant peer exclusion x sex interaction on the quadratic growth of 
relational victimization. Across sex, youth with high levels of peer exclusion experienced higher 
levels of relational victimization in 2nd grade than youth with low levels of peer exclusion (see 
Figure 9b). Boys with high levels of peer exclusion showed a relatively linear decline and higher 
levels of relational victimization than boys with low levels of peer exclusion, who showed a 
more curvilinear decline throughout the school years. Boys with high and low levels of peer 
exclusion converged, with no significant difference in the levels of relational victimization in 8th 
grade. In contrast, girls with high and low levels of peer exclusion showed a similar, curvilinear 
decline although girls with high levels of peer exclusion maintained higher levels of relational 
victimization across the school years. There was no significant main effect of peer exclusion, 
sex, or the interaction of the two on 8th grade relational victimization (|β |s < .14, ns). 
Discussion 
This part of the study examined independent contributions of factors that contribute to 
continuity and discontinuity of victimization. Results suggest that the initial level of 
victimization as well as the trajectory of victimization differed depending on youth’s individual 
characteristics (social behavior) and a contextual factor (peer adversity). This research helps to 
elucidate risk and protective factors for continued victimization across the school years.  
Overall, social behavior and peer adversity contributed to differentiated trajectories more 
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in boys in elementary school and more in girls in middle school; boys followed different 
trajectories of victimization during elementary school depending on their levels of each 
predictor, but boys with high and low levels of the predictor became similar in their trajectories 
during middle school. None of the risk factors predicted different levels of victimization in 8th 
grade in boys. On the other hand, girls with high and low levels of each predictor followed 
similar trajectories during elementary school but began to diverge during middle school. Overt 
and relational aggression and anxious solitude contributed to significant differences in levels of 
victimization in 8th grade in girls. 
Individual Risks (Social Behavior). Consistent with our hypothesis, overt and relational 
aggression put youth at higher risk for overt and relational victimization in 2nd grade. This is 
consistent with previous studies (Hanish & Guerra, 2000; Giesbrecht et al., 2011). As suggested 
by theories regarding the influences of individual characteristics and social environment on 
youth’s development (Caspi et al., 1988; Scarr & McCartney, 1983), aggressive behavior may 
invite retaliation from peers, fostering victimization. The analysis did not reveal hypothesized 
differential effects of overt aggression on victimization in 2nd grade between boys and girls. 
However, higher levels of overt aggression put girls but not boys at risk for victimization in 8th 
grade. Perhaps gender non-normative behavior is not yet punished more among girls than among 
boys in 2nd grade. As youth’s beliefs about gender-related expectations crystallize with age 
(Galambos, Almeida, & Petersen, 1990), youth may perceive gender non-normative behavior 
more unacceptable. Of note, differential effects between boys and girls were also found for 
relational aggression in 8th grade. This is consistent with previous studies in which no specificity 
between the two types of aggression and victimization was found (e.g., Dempsey et al., 2006; 
Giesbrecht et al., 2011). It may be that regardless of the form, girls who engage in aggressive 
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behavior are at higher risk for victimization by the time they reach 8th grade. 
As expected and consistent with prior research (e.g., Boivin et al., 2010), anxious solitude 
predicted more overt and relational victimization in 2nd grade. As suggested by the idea of youth 
selecting their environment congruent with their characteristics (Scarr & McCartney, 1983), 
youth with anxious solitude may seek environments in which they can avoid conflicts. However, 
bullies may find such peers easy targets (Perry et al., 1988), resulting in higher levels of 
victimization.  Anxious solitude also predicted the trajectories of both overt and relational 
victimization.  The nature of the trajectory, however, differed by sex.  In line with our hypothesis 
and previous research (e.g, Miller et al., 2011), anxious solitude put boys, more than girls, at risk 
for victimization during elementary school; anxious solitude predicted stable, sustained higher 
levels of overt and relational victimization in boys but did not predict differential trajectories of 
either type of victimization in girls. Because relational victimization is relatively more common 
in girls than in boys (e.g., Cullerton-Sen & Crick, 2005), high levels of anxious solitude may not 
increase the risk for relational victimization for girls in the same manner as boys. Perhaps 
anxious solitude mattered to 8th grade victimization in girls because girls begin to value 
closeness with friends more than boys as they reach adolescence (for a review, see Rose & 
Rudolph, 2006); being unable to develop peer relationships may become more harmful for girls. 
As anticipated and congruent with previous studies (e.g., Fox & Boulton, 2006), 
prosocial behavior predicted lower levels of overt and relational victimization in 2nd grade. 
Prosocial behavior also predicted trajectories of both overt and relational victimization over time, 
although the predictive effects differed by sex. As suggested by the ideas of evocative effects of 
youth’s characteristics on their environment (Scarr & McCartney, 1983) and interactive 
continuity (Caspi et al., 1988), peers are more likely to respond positively to youth who show 
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more prosocial behavior. Interestingly, prosocial behavior did not contribute to different levels of 
overt or relational victimization in 8th grade. Because youth in general show more prosocial 
behavior with age (Eisenberg et al., 2006), youth may have to show notably higher levels of 
prosocial behavior than others to be protected against victimization. 
In examining the results for anxious solitude and prosocial behavior, an interesting 
picture emerges regarding how social norms are associated with youth’s experience of peer 
victimization. In the current research, anxious solitude appeared to be more harmful to boys than 
to girls especially during elementary school. Anxious solitude may put boys at particular risk for 
victimization because such behavior is more common in girls (Crozier, 1995; Findlay et al., 
2009) and is perceived as violating social expectations. In contrast, boys seem to benefit more 
from prosocial behavior than girls especially during elementary school; high levels of prosocial 
behavior predicted stable, sustained lower levels of overt and relational victimization in boys but 
not in girls. Additionally, during elementary school, the difference between youth with high and 
low levels of prosocial behavior was larger for boys than for girls. This is congruent with a 
previous study (Dempsey et al., 2006) in which boys who showed less prosocial behavior tended 
to remain victimized compared to boys who showed more prosocial behavior. Prosocial behavior 
may particularly be protective against victimization for boys compared to girls because such 
behavior is less common in boys than girls (e.g., Hodges & Perry, 1999) and thus may be 
perceived particularly positively by peers. 
Contextual Risk (Peer Adversity). Consistent with our hypothesis and previous research 
(e.g., Hodges & Peery, 1999; Kochenderfer-Ladd, 2003), peer exclusion predicted higher levels 
of overt and relational victimization in 2nd grade and maintenance of these levels over time. Peer 
exclusion also contributed to trajectories of victimization. Congruent with expectations, peer 
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exclusion put youth at risk for overt victimization during elementary school. Peer exclusion also 
predicted higher levels of relational victimization in girls throughout the school years. Girls who 
are excluded may lack opportunities to develop social skills or friendships, which are especially 
important to girls, who have more connection-oriented goals than boys (Rose & Rudolph. 2006). 
Once their social relationships are compromised through manipulation by peers, it may be 
difficult to transition out of such negative treatment.  
Summary and Implications. Taken together, both individual and contextual risks 
contributed to the initial level and/or the trajectories of peer victimization. Although overt and 
relational victimization were examined separately, the results were fairly similar between the two 
types of victimization. Results were also similar between overt and relational aggression. These 
findings suggest that youth who go “against the world” (Caspi et al., 1988) regardless of the form 
are more likely to experience negative treatment by peers in general.  
As noted earlier, social behavior and peer adversity did not contribute to differentiated 
trajectories in boys during middle school. It is possible that the stability in social behavior and 
peer adversity is different for boys and girls, which may have resulted in different strengths of 
effects of predictors measured in early school years on peer victimization over a seven-year 
period in boys and girls. Examining the effect of these predictors at each time point on peer 
victimization will be helpful in understanding the association between the predictors and 
victimization across the school years. It also may be that social behavior and social adversity 
have a different function in boys than in girls. For instance, aggressive behavior in boys is 
sometimes perceived positively by peers (Rodkin, Farmer, Pearl, & Van Acker, 2000), which 
may protect aggressive boys from being victimized. Alternatively, boys’ experience of 
victimization in middle school may be explained by risk factors other than social behavior or 
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peer adversity. As found in previous research, factors such as physical weakness (Egan & Perry, 
1998) or poor athletic ability (Knack, Tsar, Vaillancourt, Hymel, McDougall, 2012) may put boys 
at risk for victimization. Future research should further explore risk factors for adolescent boys. 
These findings have implications for prevention and intervention for victimization. For 
example, it may be helpful to teach girls how to negotiate their needs and desires without 
threatening or hurting others. Similarly, encouraging boys to proactively participate in peer 
interactions or being friendly to others may reduce their chance of being victimized, particularly 
in elementary school. In addition to addressing risks associated with individual characteristics, it 
is important to address peer adversity youth may be experiencing. Peer exclusion may be a 
precursor of victimization. Identifying the reason for being excluded will be helpful for both 




CHAPTER 3: UNIQUE CONTRIBUTIONS OF PREDICTORS TO THE INITIAL 
LEVEL AND TRAJECTORY OF VICTIMIZATION 
A series of nested models was used to examine how much each predictor contributed to 
2nd grade victimization and the trajectory of victimization over time above and beyond other 
predictors. All of the main effects of the five predictors on the intercept and the linear slope were 
included in the models. For the quadratic growth, the main effects of predictors were included if 
1)  they were significant, or 2) the predictor x sex interaction was significant in Chapter 2 . The 
predictor x sex interactions that had a marginally significant or a significant effect on the linear 
growth or quadratic growth in Chapter 2 were also included for the intercept, linear growth, and 
quadratic growth. Sex and income were entered as control variables for the prediction of the 
intercept, linear growth, and quadratic growth. As shown in Figure 10a, paths to the intercept and 
trajectory from all of the predictors were constrained to 0 at first (Model 1 in Tables 8 and 9). 
Then paths from social behaviors were unconstrained all at once (Model 2 in Tables 8 and 9; 
Figure 10b). Finally, the path from peer exclusion was unconstrained (Model 3 in Tables 8 and 9; 
Figure 10c). The results of combining the predictors using nested models and the chi-square 
difference test conducted on each model are presented in Table 8 (overt victimization) and Table 
9 (relational victimization).  
Results 
For overt victimization, the result of the Satorra-Bentler scaled chi-square difference test 
showed that unconstraining paths from all of the social behavior variables led to a significant 
increase in model fit (see Models 1 and 2 in Table 8). In this model, there were a significant 
positive main effect of relational aggression on 2nd grade over victimization, a marginally 
significant anxious solitude x sex interaction and a significant prosocial behavior x sex 
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interaction on the linear growth, and significant anxious solitude x sex as well as prosocial 
behavior x sex interactions on the quadratic growth. Unconstraining the path from peer 
exclusion, however, did not improve the model fit (Model 3). In this model, there were a 
marginally significant positive effect of relational aggression and a significant positive effect of 
peer exclusion on 2nd grade victimization. There also were significant anxious solitude x sex and 
prosocial behavior x sex interactions on the linear and quadratic growth.  
For relational victimization, the result of the Satorra-Bentler scaled chi-square difference 
test showed that unconstraining paths from all of the social behavior variables contributed to a 
significant increase in model fit (See Models 1 and 2 in Table 9). In this model, there were 
significant positive effects of relational aggression as well as anxious solitude, and a marginally 
significant prosocial behavior x sex interaction on 2nd grade relational victimization. There also 
were significant anxious solitude x sex and prosocial behavior x sex interactions on the linear 
growth. Additionally, there were a significant negative main effect of anxious solitude, 
significant anxious solitude x sex as well as prosocial behavior x sex interactions on the 
quadratic growth. Unconstraining paths from peer exclusion, however, did not improve the 
model fit (Model 3). In this model, there was a significant positive effect of relational aggression 
on 2nd grade victimization. There also was a marginally significant positive effect of overt 
aggression and significant anxious solitude x sex prosocial behavior x sex interactions on the 
linear slope, and significant anxious solitude x sex and prosocial behavior x sex interactions on 
the quadratic growth. 
For both overt and relational victimization, the significant effects were consistent in 
direction with the results from Chapter 2. The magnitude of the effects was similar for the 
intercept and linear growth across the two types of victimization compared to the results from 
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Chapter 2. The magnitude of the effects for the quadratic growth was similar for overt 
victimization but somewhat larger for relational victimization compared to the results from 
Chapter 2.    
Discussion 
 One important goal of this study was to investigate the unique contributions of the 
individual and peer context predictors. Understanding how much each risk factor uniquely 
contributes to victimization is helpful because some youth may have more than one risk factor 
for experiencing victimization. Because there were many similarities between overt and 
relational victimization, results are discussed across the two types of victimization, making note 
of differences. 
  In the final model, overt aggression did not predict either type of victimization in 2nd 
grade whereas relational aggression marginally predicted overt victimization and significantly 
predicted relational victimization in 2nd grade. When examined individually in Chapter 1, overt 
aggression predicted overt victimization significantly and relational victimization marginally 
whereas relational aggression only marginally predicted relational victimization. When examined 
simultaneously, relational aggression predicted victimization more strongly than overt 
aggression. This finding may be due to the fact that the two types of aggression are moderately 
correlated (r = .68 for boys and .52 for girls), resulting in a suppression effect. Alternately, it is 
possible that relational aggression matters more to how much youth are victimized than overt 
aggression. Peers may perceive youth who try to hurt others by manipulating others’ 
interpersonal relationships as even more unacceptable, fostering negative treatment. 
 Anxious solitude did not predict either type of victimization in 2nd grade but remained a 
significant predictor of the trajectories of both overt and relational victimization. Moreover, 
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consistent with the results from Chapter 2, the contribution of anxious solitude to the trajectory 
was different between boys and girls. It may be that shyness or withdrawn tendencies are not as 
strong of a risk factor as other predictors in early elementary school years. Youth may be more 
tolerant of peers’ withdrawn tendencies when they are young. As they grow older, however, they 
may begin to perceive such tendencies as immature and actively dislike anxious solitary peers 
(Ladd, 2005), particularly boys.  
Prosocial behavior did not predict 2nd grade overt and relational victimization when 
examined together with other predictors, perhaps because of the medium correlations between 
prosocial behavior and the other predictors. Alternatively, it is possible that prosocial behavior 
cannot protect youth against victimization beyond the effects of relational aggression. 
Interestingly, however, prosocial behavior protected youth from overt and relational 
victimization after 2nd grade. It is encouraging that prosocial behavior remained a protective 
factor above and beyond other risk factors throughout the school years. .  
Although the main effect of peer exclusion on 2nd grade overt victimization was 
significant in the final model, including peer exclusion in the model did not improve the model 
fit significantly, suggesting that peer exclusion did not explain how much youth were victimized 
above and beyond the social behavior. Peer exclusion also did not predict 2nd grade relational 
victimization or the trajectory of either type of victimization when including risk factors 
associated with youths’ social behavior. It is interesting that peer exclusion predicted overt 
victimization but not relational victimization in 2nd grade, given that peer exclusion is more 
similar to relational victimization than overt victimization. It is probably that because relational 
aggression significantly predicted relational victimization, there was little variance of relational 
victimization left for peer exclusion to explain. The findings also suggest that peer exclusion did 
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not contribute to the trajectory of victimization as strongly as did social behavior. This may be 
because peer exclusion results from multiple factors such as youth’s characteristics as well as the 
dynamics of the peer group. Thus, the effects of peer exclusion on peer victimization may not be 
as direct as the effects of social behavior on peer victimization, making the effects of 2nd grade 
peer exclusion on peer victimization over time weaker than the effects of 2nd grade social 
behavior.  
An alternative explanation is that contextual risks may act as a moderator of individual 
risk factors and may not necessary show main effects on victimization when examined with 
individual risk factors. Few studies have investigated the relative predictive roles of individual 
and contextual risk factors. Most of them have used the child x environment approach 
(Kochenderfer-Ladd et al., 2009). For example, Fox and Boulton (2006) found that social skill 
problems predicted more victimization only in youth who did not have a best friend or their best 
friend was not well accepted by peers. Interestingly, the contextual risks alone in their study did 
not predict peer victimization. Hodges and Perry (1999) found that physical weakness predicted 
more victimization in boys with moderate and high but not low levels of peer rejection. Perhaps, 
contextual risks such as peer exclusion may moderate the effects of individual risk factors.   
Summary and Implications. Overall, the results did not provide sufficient support for 
the additive effects of child characteristics and environment (Kochenderfer-Ladd et al., 2009) for 
either overt or relational victimization. Although peer exclusion predicted 2nd grade overt 
victimization, individual risks were stronger contributors to 2nd grade overt victimization as well 
as changes over time. Relational aggression was the strongest contributor to both types of 
victimization in 2nd grade. Anxious solitude and prosocial behavior were the strongest predictors 
of the trajectories of overt and relational victimization, with different effects for boys and girls.   
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In general prosocial behavior protected youth from both types of victimization whereas anxious 
solitude put youth at risk for both types of victimization.  
 These results have practical implications that augment implications of the results from 
Chapter 2. For example, boys who are highly anxious solitary and rarely engage in prosocial 
behavior may particularly be at risk for continued overt victimization during elementary school. 
Given that all of the predictors in the current study are modestly to highly correlated, youth who 
possess one risk factor are likely to possess another. At the same time, because these predictors 
are not independent of each other, addressing one risk factor may reduce another risk factor. 
Youth may, for instance, become less excluded by peers by refraining from relational aggression. 
Similarly, boys in elementary school may benefit from effort to engage more in prosocial 
behavior, which may in turn help them become less excluded in the peer group. Such changes in 




 The current research aimed to remedy the paucity of knowledge in the literature 
regarding the independent and unique effects of individual and contextual risk factors over an 
extended period of time, spanning the transition to middle school. The results from Chapter 2 
demonstrated predictive roles of both youth’s social behavior and peer adversity. Although 
results from Chapter 3 showed stronger effects of youth’s social behavior than peer adversity, we 
cannot drop our concerns regarding contextual risks as they are often intertwined with individual 
risks. For instance, it has been found that anxious solitary youth become more excluded over 
time, especially in unsupportive classrooms (Avant et al., 2011). Also, anxious solitary youth 
who were also excluded showed more socially helpless behavior upon a social challenge 
compared to anxious solitary youth who were not excluded by their peers (Gazelle & Druhen, 
2009). Youth who are excluded may become increasingly withdrawn or may have difficulty 
acquiring social skills, which could put them at higher risk for victimization. The adverse effects 
of anxious solitude and the protective effects of prosocial behavior in boys were also consistent 
across Chapter 2 and Chapter 3. These findings suggest that these predictors are key to boys’ 
reduced or increased victimization. 
 Of note, the effects of the predictors were generally similar across the two types of 
victimization when predictors were examined separately and simultaneously. These findings 
imply that youth with certain individual characteristics (relational aggression and anxious 
solitude) are at risk for both overt and relational victimization. Therefore, it is important to help 
youth amend these social behaviors to reduce the risk for both types of victimization. At the 
same time, prosocial behavior protected youth from both overt and relational victimization. 
Interventions aimed at discouraging risky behavior (behavior directed against and away from the 
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world) and enhancing protective behavior (behavior directed toward the world) may be helpful in 
reducing both types of victimization.       
 Despite the novelty and importance of the findings and implications, there are some 
limitations and future directions to be noted. For instance, because the predictors were measured 
in 2nd grade, it is not clear whether the effects of predictors on the trajectories of victimization 
were long lasting, as explained by the enduring effects of early experience (Fraley, Roisman, & 
Haltigan, 2013), or may be due to the stability in the predictors. It will be helpful to include 
predictors at multiple waves and examine their effects on victimization over time. Additionally, 
as mentioned above, there is a possibility that peer adversity may moderate the effects of 
individual risks on trajectories of victimization. Because the goal of this research was to examine 
the unique contributions of the predictors, it was out of the scope to examine the interaction 
between social behavior and peer adversity. Future research may benefit from examining the 
interaction to identify youth who are at particularly high risk for continued victimization. 
 In conclusion, both individual characteristics and contextual predictors contribute to the 
initial level and the continuity of victimization over time, as long as from 2nd through 8th grade. 
When examined simultaneously, however, individual characteristics were stronger predictors of 
victimization across the school years. By encouraging youth to move more “toward the world,” 
rather than “against the world” or “away from the world” (Caspi et al., 1988), parents and 
educators may be able to help improve youth’s peer relationships and prevent continued peer 
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Table 1  
Descriptive data 
 
 Boys  Girls 
 Variable N M α SD  N M α SD 
Overt victimization          
     2nd grade  273 2.15 .87 .84  303 2.18 .88 .87 
     3rd grade 253 1.97 .86 .72  284 1.96 .89 .75 
     4th gradeb 243 1.96 .91 .79  276 1.75 .86 .60 
     5th gradea 237 1.87 .88 .67  266 1.75 .89 .66 
     6th gradeb 221 1.88 .89 .67  257 1.73 .88 .61 
     7th gradea 201 1.81 .90 .63  228 1.66 .89 .59 
     8th grade 198 1.75 .89 .60  231 1.66 .89 .59 
Relational victimization          
     2nd grade  273 2.03 .81 .77  303 2.15 .87 .87 
     3rd gradeb 253 1.86 .85 .71  284 2.05 .90 .81 
     4th grade 243 1.80 .89 .74  276 1.85 .88 .71 
     5th gradea 237 1.66 .89 .66  266 1.80 .91 .73 
     6th grade 221 1.62 .89 .62  257 1.69 .90 .65 
     7th grade 201 1.51 .86 .51  228 1.63 .91 .64 
     8th gradec 198 1.46 .88 .50  231 1.67 .90 .62 
2nd grade  overt aggressionc 273 1.68 .96 1.02  303 1.31 .96 .77 
2nd grade  relational 
aggressionb 271 1.82 
.89 .81  302 2.07 .92 .95 
2nd grade  anxious solitude 273 1.45 .92 .63  303 1.49 .91 .65 
2nd grade prosocial behaviorb 273 2.90 .85 .98  303 3.14 .84 .95 
2nd grade peer exclusion 273 1.52 .96 .81  303 1.52 .95 .75 
Income 202 3.53 --- 2.02  228 3.84 --- 2.09 
 
Gender differences at ap < .05 or lower, bp < .01 or lower, and cp< .001 or lower 
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Table 2 
Correlations between overt victimization and predictors (N = 576) 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
1. 2nd grade overt vict --- .40 .32 .26 .26 .14 .12 .13 .09 .06 -.10 .12 
2. 3rd grade overt vict .46 --- .55 .42 .42 .30 .11 .10 .07 .20a -.17 .24 
3. 4th grade overt vict .31 .53 --- .54 .49 .34 .41 .13 .06 .21b -.18 .27 
4. 5th grade overt vict .31 .41 .60 --- .56 .33a .38 .11 .13 .18 -.15 .26 
5. 6th grade overt vict .18 .32 .43 .62 --- .54b .44 .04 -.02 .11 -.05 .11 
6. 7th grade overt vict .20 .28 .38 .50a .71b --- .56b -.11b -.08a .05 .06 .00 
7. 8th grade overt vict .19 .25 .32 .43 .55 .73b --- .00 -.02 .02 -.03 .09 
8. 2nd grade overt aggression .13 .12 .10 .13 .15 .17b .17 --- .68b .16 -.48 .46a 
9. 2nd grade relational aggression .17 .20 .14 .14 .20 .18a .10 .52b --- .07 -.31 .38 
10. 2nd grade anxious solitude .09 .00a -.06b .06 .01 .12 .13 .03 .02 --- .05 .61 
11. 2nd grade prosocial behavior -.20 -.16 -.14 -.09 -.08 -.06 -.16 -.36 -.27 -.11 --- -.30 
12. 2nd grade peer exclusion .17 .13 .10 .14 .06 .09 .07 .31a .25 .65 -.17 --- 
 
Note: rs = .12 and above are significant at p < .05 or lower (some of the .12s are marginally significant). Values above the diagonal 




Correlations between relational victimization and predictors (N = 576) 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
1. 2nd grade relational vict --- .37 .33 .22 .18 .11 .18 .10 .09 .10 -.05 .13 
2. 3rd grade relational vict .47 --- .57 .45 .48a .42 .34 .22 .20 .20b -.23 .26a 
3. 4th grade relational vict .39 .51 --- .60 .47 .40 .42 .13 .01a .26b -.12 .30a 
4. 5th grade relational vict .28 .37 .51 --- .54 .43 .40 .19 .13 .25a -.13 .37b 
5. 6th grade relational vict .24 .30a .45 .52 --- .60 .53 .08 -.01 .05a -.11a .12 
6. 7th grade relational vict .24 .29 .38 .51 .68 --- .60 .06 .00 .09 -.02 .14 
7. 8th grade relational vict .19 .23 .31 .38 .44 .63 --- .10 .05 -.03 -.04 .11 
8. 2nd grade overt aggression .09 .11 .06 .06 .13 .15 .22 --- .68 .16 -.48 .46 
9. 2nd grade relational aggression .21 .24 .22a .17 .22a .21a .23 .52 --- .07 -.31 .38 
10. 2nd grade anxious solitude .04 -.04b -.08b .02a -.07 .10 .12 .03 .02 --- .05 .61 
11. 2nd grade prosocial behavior -.20 -.19 -.13 -.12 -.07 -.14 -.17 -.36 -.27 -.11 --- -.30 
12. 2nd grade peer exclusion .14 .06a .09a .12b .02 .10 .10 .31 .25 .65 -.17 --- 
 
Note: rs = .12 and above are significant at p < .05 or lower (some of the .12s are marginally significant). Values above the diagonal are 









 Mean  Variance   









 (SE) (SE) (SE)  (SE) (SE) (SE)   
Overt Victimization          
Model 1  
(Linear slope only) 2.04
*** -.06*** ---  .33*** .01***      --- 6292.33 6344.60 
 (.03) (.01)   (.04) (.00)    
Model 2 
 (With quadratic slope) 2.12
*** -.14*** .01***  .34*** .07*** .001*** 6233.17 6302.87 
 (.03) (.02) (.00)  (.04) (.02) (.00)   
Relational 
Victimization          
Model 3 
(Linear slope only) 2.03
*** -.09*** ---  .32*** .01***      --- 6256.48 6308.75 
 (.03) (.01)   (.04) (.00)    
Model 4  
(With quadratic slope) 2.10
*** -.16*** .01***  .37*** .08*** .002*** 6185.55 6255.25 
 (.03) (.02) (.01)  (.05) (.02) (.00)   
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Table 5  
Growth Models Conditional on Sex (N = 576) 
 
  Overt Victimization  Relational Victimization 
Mean     
     Intercept  2.10***  2.02*** 
     (SE)  (.05)  (.04) 
     Linear slope  -.08**  -.13*** 
     (SE)  (.03)  (.03) 
     Quadratic slope  .00  .01^ 
     (SE)  (.00)  (.00) 
     
Effect of Sex on     
     Intercept  .04  .16* 
     (SE)  (.07)  (.06) 
     Linear slope  -.12**  -.06 
     (SE)  (.04)  (.04) 
     Quadratic slope  .02**  .01^ 
     (SE)  (.01)  (.01) 
     8th grade victimization  -.10^  .17** 
     (SE)  (.06)  (.05) 
     
χ2(23)  68.04   42.23 
CFI  .948  .979 
RMSEA  .058  .038 
 
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. 
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Table 6   
Conditional Growth Models: Predicting Overt Victimization (N = 576) 
  
 Predictor 









2nd grade overt 
victimization      
Predictor .16* .12 .15^ -.18* .23** 
Income .14^ .14^ .17* .13^ .13^ 
Sex .05 -.09 .09 .23 .04 
Predictor x sex .01 .11 -.09 -.20 -.03 
Linear slope      
Predictor -.04 -.02 .13 -.05 .09 
Income -.15^ -.16^ -.17^ -.14 -.16^ 
Sex -.23^ -.21 .10 -.64* -.04 
Predictor x sex .02 .02 -.36^ .48^ -.21 
Quad growth      
Predictor -.04 -.06 -.22* .13 -.19* 
Income .15 .16^ .16^ .14^ .16^ 
Sex .13 .15 -.29 .71* -.05 
Predictor x sex .07 .04 .57* -.59* .30 
8th grade overt 
victimization      
Predictor -.04 -.08 -.03 .00 .02 
Income .08 .10^ .11^ .09 .09 
Sex -.29** -.35^ -.34* .15 -.19 
Predictor x sex .24* .30^ .27^ -.28 .11 
      
χ2(38) 114.36* 107.90* 86.93* 101.11* 107.28* 
CFI .918 .926 .948 .935 .926 
RMSEA .059 .057 .047 .054 .056 
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Table 7  
Conditional Growth Models: Predicting Relational Victimization (N = 576) 
 
 Predictor 









2nd grade relational 
victimization      
Predictor .13^ .16^ .16* -.12^ .19** 
Income .16* .14* .18** .15* .15* 
Sex .15 -.04 .26* .42* .15 
Predictor x sex -.01 .16 -.18 -.31 -.04 
Linear slope      
Predictor .02 -.10 .11 -.07 .15 
Income -.09 -.08 -.10 -.08 -.10 
Sex -.03 -.13 .20 -.51* .13 
Predictor x sex .18 .06 -.35* .47* -.27 
Quad growth      
Predictor -.06 .05 -.23* .13 -.24* 
Income .06 .06 .08 .06 .08 
Sex -.03 .12 -.40* .58* -.20 
Predictor x sex .18 -.01 .62** -.53* .39* 
8th grade relational 
victimization      
Predictor .06 .01 -.08 -.02 .04 
Income .06 .08 .11^ .08 .08 
Sex .00 -.15 -.15 .45* .06 
Predictor x sex .24* .38* .37* -.30 .14 
      
χ2(38) 87.95* 84.40* 72.52* 77.45* 88.77* 
CFI .948 .953 .966 .962 .949 
RMSEA .048 .046 .040 .042 .048 
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Table 8 
Unique Contributions of Predictors to 2nd Grade and Trajectory of Overt Victimization 
 
 Model 1: All 
constrained 
Model 2: Social 
behavior free 
Model 3 All 
free 
Intercept             Overt Aggression (OA)  --- 
 
-.01 -.06 
Relational Aggression (RA) --- 
 
.14* .11^ 
Anxious Solitude (AS) --- 
 
.13 .03 
Prosocial Behavior (PB) --- 
 
-.14 -.13 





Income .18* .09 .09 
Sex .02 .02 .26 
AS x Sex --- 
 
-.05 -.07 
PB x Sex --- 
 
-.22 -.21 
    

















Income -.16^ -.14 
 
-.15^ 
Sex -.20** -.31 -.31 
AS x Sex --- 
 
-.36^ -.37* 
PB x Sex --- 
 
.48* .48* 
    











Income .15^ .16^ .18* 
Sex .18* .24 .23 




PB x Sex --- 
 
-.60* -.60* 
    
Model fit                                               df 84 68 65 
χ2 208.78 159.69 148.40 
CFI .875 .908 .917 
RMSEA .051 .049 .047 




Unique Contributions of Predictors to 2nd Grade and Trajectory of Relational Victimization 
 
 Model 1 All 
constrained 
Model 2: Social 
behavior free 
Model 3: All 
free 
Intercept             Overt Aggression (OA) --- 
 
-.07 -.11 
Relational Aggression (RA) --- 
 
.20** .18** 
Anxious Solitude (AS) --- 
 
.16* .09 
Prosocial Behavior (PB) --- 
 
-.08 -.08 





Income .19** .12^ .11^ 
Sex .11* .53* .52* 
AS x Sex --- 
 
-.18 -.20 
PB x Sex --- 
 
-.33^ -.32 
PE x Sex --- 
 
--- .01 

















Income -.09 -.09 
 
-.10 
Sex -.09 -.21 -.21 
AS x Sex --- 
 
-.35* -.37* 
PB x Sex --- 
 
.48* .48* 
















Income .07 .08 .10 
Sex .11 .08 .13 
AS x Sex --- 
 
.62*** .71** 
PB x Sex --- 
 
-.56* -.58* 





Model fit                                               df 92 76 70 
χ2 218.44 149.05 137.48 
CFI .881 .931 .936 
RMSEA .049 .041 .041 
Δχ2SB test --- 
 




















Predicting 2nd grade victimization and 2nd -8th grade trajectory 
from social behavior 
 
 
Figure 4  
Predicting 2nd grade victimization and 2nd -8th grade trajectory 

















Trajectory of overt victimization predicted by 2nd grade overt 




Trajectory of relational victimization predicted by 2nd grade 
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Figure 6a 
Trajectory of overt victimization predicted by 2nd grade 




Trajectory of relational victimization predicted by 2nd grade 
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Figure 7a 
Trajectory of overt victimization predicted by 2nd grade anxious 




Trajectory of relational victimization predicted by 2nd grade 



















Girls High Anx 
Girls Low Anx 
Boys High Anx 



















Girls High Anx 
Girls Low Anx 
Boys High Anx 
Boys Low Anx 
 69 
Figure 8a 
Trajectory of overt victimization predicted by 2nd grade 




Trajectory of relational victimization predicted by 2nd grade 
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Figure 9a 
Trajectory of overt victimization predicted by 2nd grade peer 




Trajectory of relational victimization predicted by 2nd grade 
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Figure 10a  



























APPENDIX A: SOCIAL EXPERIENCES QUESTIONNAIRE: SELF-REPORT 
 
Overt Victimization 
 How often do you get hit by another kid? 
 How often does another kid yell at you or call you mean names? 
 How often do you get pushed or shoved by another kid? 
 How often does another kid kick you or pull your hair? 
 How often does another kid say they will beat you up if you don’t do what they want you 
to do? 
 How often do you get teased by another kid? 
 How often does another kid insult you or put you down? 
 How often is another kid rude to you? 
 How often do you get pinched by another kid? 
 How often does another kid trip you on purpose? 
 How often does another kid swear or curse at you? 
Relational Victimization 
 How often do other kids leave you out on purpose when it’s time to play or do an activity? 
 How often does a kid who is mad at you try to get back at you by not letting you in their 
group anymore? 
 How often does another kid tell lies about you to make other kids not like you anymore? 
 How often does another kid say they won’t like you unless you do what they want you to 
do? 
 How often does another kid try to keep others from liking you by saying mean things about 
you? 
 How often does a friend spread rumors about you because they are mad at you? 
 How often does a friend who is mad at you ignore you or stop talking to you? 
 How often does a friend threaten to not see you anymore to get even with you (for 
example, not come over to your house to play, or not sit with you at lunch)? 
 How often does a friend threaten to stop being your friend to hurt you or to get their way? 
 How often does a friend get even with you by spending time with new friends instead of 
you? 
 
Note: Some of the items were reworded for later waves to make them age-appropriate. 
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APPENDIX B: CHILDREN’S SOCIAL BEHAVIOR SCALE: TEACHER REPORT 
 
Overt Aggression 
 This child hits or kicks peers. 
 This child initiates or gets into physical fights with peers. 
 This child threatens to hit or beat up other children. 
 When mad at a peer, this child ignores the peer or stops talking to the peer. 
 This child pushes or shoves peers. 
Relational Aggression 
 When this child is mad at a peer, s/he gets even by excluding the peer from his or her clique or play 
group. 
 This child spreads rumors or gossips about some peers. 
 When angry at a peer, this child tries to get other children to stop playing with the peer or 
stop liking the peer. 
 This child threatens to stop being a peer’s friend in order to hurt the peer or get what s/he wants from 
the peer. 
 When mad at a peer, this child ignores the peer or stops talking to the peer. 
Prosocial Behavior 
 This child feels sorry for kids who are often rejected by other peers and tries to help them. 
 This child is friendly to most kids, even those s/he does not like very much. 
 When this child notices that another kid has been left out of an activity or game, s/he invites the kid to 




APPENDIX C: ANXIOUS SOLITUDE AND PEER EXCLUSION: TEACHER-REPORT 
 
Anxious solitude 
 Child plays alone more than most other children. 
 Child seems anxious around other children. 
 Child is worried when around other children. 
 Child is self-conscious or easily embarrassed around other children. 
 Child is shy or timid around peers. 
 Child refuses to talk to other children. 
 Child is nervous, high-strung, or tense when around other children. 
 Child tends to be fearful or anxious around other children. 
Peer Exclusion 
 Peers avoid this child. 
 Child wants to play with other children but they don’t want to play with him or her. 
 Peers refuse to let this child play with them. 
 Child is excluded from peers’ activities. 
 Child is not chosen as a playmate by peers. 
 
